






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
To:  Sara Ohrel, US EPA - Climate Economics Branch 
From:  Joshua Martin, Environmental Paper Network 
Date:  May 6th, 2013 
RE: Meeting on May 7th, 3:00 pm including Tyson Miller, Green Press Initiative 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you regarding the three-year deferral and 
scientific review of biogenic carbon emissions accounting according to obligations under 
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit Programs 
of the Clean Air Act. 

As you know, the Environmental Paper Network is a coalition of the leading conservation 
organizations in North America working together towards a Common Vision for 
transforming of the pulp and paper industry. (www.environmentalpaper.org) 

The conservation community asked the EPN to create a project to facilitate a diverse 
dialogue among ENGOs with the common goal of assuring accurate science is applied 
to the final outcome of the EPA’s three-year deferral process.   

We also have our own research initiative which is investigating the question of whether 
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) can and should make an assumption of carbon-neutrality 
for its wood inputs.  This initiative has recently completed a study under review at a 
leading academic journal.   

Quick overview of research 

A research project was completed by forest ecologist Dr. Donald Sachs, a forest 
research consultant who specializes in forest stand and landscape modeling and holds a 
PhD from Oregon State University.   It follows on rationale previously presented by Tim 
Searchinger and others of a critical carbon accounting error which results in flawed 
LCA’s and flawed policy. (Science Vol. 326, October 23, 2009)  It makes a set of 
assumptions that are very reasonable, and avoids highly speculative or uncertain 
variables to model, “Forest Landscape Carbon Accounting in Three Regions of North 
America and the Implications for More Accurate Life Cycle Analysis of Paper Products.” 

Our research identifies that current published LCAs of paper products do not capture the 
emissions from landscape carbon costs resulting from forest harvest nor do they count 
smokestack emissions, and generally assume carbon-neutrality.  Using regional 
inventory data and modeling tools such as LANDCARB and COLE, landscape-level 
analyses were completed for forests in three distinct North American geographic regions 
(Boreal, Coastal Temperate, and Southeastern US).  The results reveal how if we 
consider the opportunity cost of forgone growth (growth trajectory over time of an 
undisturbed forest), the landscape carbon cost of a decision to harvest and manufacture 
a paper product is significant across any time horizon.   

When the results of this modeling are integrated with LCAs for paper products from kraft 
pulp, the resulting carbon footprint is elevated above previous published numbers which 
have never included this landscape carbon cost.  And these elevated carbon footprints 
potentially lead us to new decisions in terms of policy, government incentive programs 
and responsible manufacturing and purchasing decisions.      



 
Landscape-level simulations for this project were performed with a standalone version of 
the web-based LANDCARB 3.0 model (Harmon 2012); a landscape extension of the 
earlier STANDCARB model (Harmon and Marks 2002).  Figure 1, below, from the report 
(under review - not to be cited) illustrates the results of the modeling.  The delta between 
the lines shows the opportunity cost of the decision/demand for normal harvesting 
across a managed forest landscape over that time.  Note that the results are based on 
actually stand inventory data from the regions, not theoretical or uniformly mature stands 
at time zero.  

Our report goes on to translate this information into its implications for Life Cycle 
Analysis, and finds that with all potential variation considered, the results indicate the 
emissions associated with paper production are higher than previous estimates which 
ignored the C costs associated with the forested landscape. 

Below are some questions that I would like to discuss regarding the EPA’s accounting 
framework and the three-year deferral (time permitting): 

1. Is there any update on the timing of the process?  Should we expect a public 
comment period this summer or fall on a final framework?  

2. How is the EPA currently planning to address emissions from burning manufacturing 
byproducts in the forest products industry, including black liquor and wood waste? 

3. Has the team at EPA determined if it will pursue an approach that goes beyond the 
smokestack and considers the landscape, or if it will interpret it as a statutory 
requirement of the Clean Air Act to limit permitting to smokestack emissions.   

4. If the EPA proposes a framework and take a landscape approach, will it be including 
either (a) the estimated “opportunity cost” of forgone growth and carbon storage in the 
undisturbed forest or (b) Roger Sedjo’s of RFF’s proposed methods for accounting for 
forest expansion from market signals. 

5. Assuming the research discussed above is sound, and the landscape carbon cost 
over a 40 year timeframe amount to something near to our results, how might that affect 
EPA’s framework?   

6. How can we create a policy that incentivizes efficiency and not just conversion energy 
that produces biogenic emissions no matter what the source.  How can we create a 
framework and rule that doesn’t justify bad policy like taxpayer subsidies for renewable 
energy portfolios going to pay paper mills to keep burning black liquor? 
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Figure 1.  Comparison of trends in mean C density (Mg ha-1) over three different 100-
year simulations featuring normal harvesting, long rotations, and no harvesting in three 
test areas in (a) Ft. Nelson timber supply area of B.C., (b) State of N. Carolina, and (c) 
NW Oregon. 












